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— Case of the Plausible Pole: Over a year ago, when General Walter Bedell (“Beetle”) Smith (now 


Undersecretary of State) was chief of the “hush-hush” Central Intelligence Agency, an episode occurred 
which ever since has titillated the interest of probers on Capitol Hill and, ere long, may splash the head- 
it of lines. 

Some of “Beetle” Smith’s bright young men in CIA established contact with a member of the anti- 
COn- Communist underground in Poland —- or so he said he was. The Pole talked so well that he persuaded 
f an the “Beetle” Smith crowd that his organization needed approximately a million dollars to finance its ac- 
tivities. Since CIA receives from the Government exchequer and spends each year funds totalling close to 
a billion, they have such sums to give. The Pole got the money, in cash. 
pure Next, he followed with an eloquent plea for a copy of a super-secret document, without which — he 
contended — his organization in Poland could not coordinate its efforts with those of the U.S., in event * 
the Soviets launched a drive westward. The code name of this document was “Operation Retardation”. 
In due course of time, this favor was granted to the plausible, irresistible Pole. And then he vanished. 
re About this time, it began to dawn on some of the brighter young men in CIA that perhaps some in- 
vestigation of Pole was in order. They had not to go far. CIA’s own files yielded a report, dated 












vard ome, two years iously, identifying the Pole as one of the most notorious agents of the political police 
wie of th e Com 5 yevernment of Poland. The document today is not only in the hands of the Commu- 
nist Bali 0 udnt, but some of its contents have even appeared in Communist newspapers. 
66 


this s time, “‘Beetle’s” bright young man in CIA, who was responsible for this mistake, has been 
1, hig“duties with that organization. He is said to have obtained a position — yes, you've 
guessed it — with the Ford Foundation. 


Bricker Amendment: The Ohio Senator’s measure to protect American sovereignty received a highly 
important endorsement last week, one which may help it on its way to victory in the next session of 
Congress. 

The American Bar Association convention, biggest event of the year among lawyers, took place in 
Boston where it listened first to Senator Bricker make a speech, then to Secretary Dulles who attacked the 
Bricker Amendment — and finally, through its House of Delegates, the policy making body of the ABA, re- 
affirmed its position of last year supporting the Bricker Amendment. The vote was overwhelming — 117 
to 33. 

The Bricker Amendment provides that a treaty provision which conflicts with the Constitution shall 

be invalid and that no treaty shall take effect as internal law in America except after specific legislation 
has been passed. Likewise the Bricker measure would impose similar restraints on executive agree- 
ments with foreign powers and international organizations. 
§ £e- The amendment, which started last session of Congress with a large majority of Senators pledged to 
support it, was stopped in its course by the Eisenhower Administration. By some clever, delaying tactics 
the White House managed to put off a showdown on the measure until the last rush to adjourn ended all 
f his possibility of a vote. 

The Boston convention of the Bar Association also gave the measure further prestige by paying special 
tribute to Mr. Frank Holman, former President of the ABA. It is to Mr. Holman that much of the momen- 
tum of the drive for passage of the Bricker measure is due. The Board of Governors of the ABA rather 
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pointedly made its 1953 award to Holman, for his “outstanding contribution” toward the ABA’s first ob. 
jective — “to uphold and defend the Constitution of the United States”. 

[We have taken the trouble to set down these facts because they were either obscured or in some cases 
reportedly falsified in sections of the press. Some readers tell us that in certain eastern papers there were 
news reports flatly asserting defeat for. the Bricker Amendment at the Boston meeting. The New York 
Times gave an accurate version of the Bricker triumph, but buried it on the 10th page in the middle of 
a long dispatch from Boston. ] 


Talk of the Town: Around the State Department, they say that a large part of Secretary Dulles’ red- 
hot speech to the American Legion today, warning Red China against further aggression, was written by 
Mr. Scott McLeod, Director of Security in the State Department. McLeod, former FBI man, has bounced 
many security risks since he took office last spring. He is the official who would not give security clearance 
to Charles E. “Chip” Bohlen, when the latter was named Ambassador to Soviet Russia last winter. 

@ Vacationists returning to the Capital after a month’s absence note one striking feature of the 
political landscape: Sen. Joe McCarthy, a month ago apparently hard pressed by his enemies, now is 
riding high and virtually uncriticized in the public forum. His exposure of the Communists in the Gov- 
ernment Printing Office has made a deep impression. 

@ On Capitol Hill, recently growing fears tl:at the GOP will lose the 1954 Congressional elections 
have been lightened by the prospect of internal Democratic strife. The coming Democratic pow-wow in 
Chicago may give Harry Truman a chance to push himself into the political scene. (When the ex-Presi- 
dent visited Washington early this summer, he was reportedly impatient to get back into the political 
ring. ) 

If Truman does so, then Adlai Stevenson — as present head of the Party — will again suffer the 
embarrassments of a year ago, when Truman insisted on “getting into the act”. Many political sages 
believe that the decisive element in the GOP victory was a popular revolt against Truman and Trumanism. 
Hence, Truman in 1954 may again prove the GOP’s best asset. 


Are House Expenses Deductible? The famous ladies of Marshall, Texas, who refused to withhold 
“social security” taxes from the wages of their servants, and had their bank accounts (total $55.71) im- 
pounded by the U.S. Treasury, lost out recently in their case before the Court of Appeals. As our con- 
temporary, John O’Donnell, points out in an article in the New York Daily News, the embattled housewives 
are elated by this loss, for it enables them to take the matter to the U.S. Supreme Court, where the consti- 
tutionality of the withholding provision of the income tax law will be settled; this is what ex-Secretary of 
the Treasury John Snyder tried so desperately to prevent in the case of Vivien Kellems. 

The decision of Appellate Judge Joseph G. Hutchinson gives a new turn to the case, one that will add 
to the difficulties of the Supreme Court. In his written opinion he declares: “a home is essentially the 
same as a business for tax purposes”. The belligerent ladies say “fine”. A business may include in its 
expenses, for tax computation, its telephone, rent, upkeep, toilet supplies, entertainment bills, stationary, 
purchases of furniture and a lot of other things that go to make a home a home. If, for tax purposes, “a 
home is essentially the same as a business’, then the cost of appurtenances and upkeep of a home ought 
to be deductible from income in computing one’s taxes. How about it? 


Jenner Reports: One of the most striking Capitol phenomena of the past week has been the avalanche 
of orders for copies of the Jenner Committee’s report on Soviet spy rings inside Government. Employees 
of the Post Office in the Senate Office Building remark that they have never seen anything like it. Why 
this response? 

The wide public interest is perhaps largely due to the favorable, front page treatment given to the 
release of the document. But why did the press belatedly recognize a picture which piecemeal had been 
often given to the public before, but had been dismissed as a “red herring”? Perhaps because the present 
job of presentation is superlatively done and very comprehensive. 
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Despite its extraordinary value, the report is incomplete and it is probable that the committee fully 
realized this. In the report they traced the rise to power in our Government of the agents of the Soviet 
network and identified them with great precision in the exact jobs which they occupied. But the question 
remains — what did the conspirators do in those jobs before they were exposed and expelled? What 
policies did they establish and are these policies still operating in our Government to the detriment of 
the national interest? 


For instance, the report shows how Alger Hiss created and staffed the United Nations section of the 
State Department. But what is the situation today? Around the town, it is said that the old Hiss appointees 
are still in the State Department — and it is now a commonplace that the members of the international or- 
ganization (which Hiss helped set up) are now “ganging up”, in an overwhelming majority, against the 
United States. Was it originally planned this way? That’s a question which the Jenner Committee may 
well seek to answer in coming months. 





Who Do You Know: Or, should it be whom? Anyhow, you know at least 
one person who ought to be reading HUMAN EVENTS. Send us his name 
and address, so that we may contact him. A hundred names would be 
better. (We promise not to mention your name in writing prospects.) 











Multiplying Dollars: The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics reported last week that the Consumers Price 
Index had hit an all-time high in mid-July. At that time the “cost of living” average was 114.7 percent 
of the 1947-49 figure. Since the wage level had also gone up, somewhat above the level of prices, the 
news is not alarming. But, the question that bothers prognosticating economists is: are we in for another 
inflationary spiral? This quandary may be resolved if we look to the cause of the rising C. of L. 


Prices go up when there is (1) a shortage of goods or (2) an increase of dollars, either specie or 
the checkbook kind. It is hardly necessary to point out that the stores are plentifully supplied with 
goods. Therefore, the solution of the present inflationary problem must lie in the realm of money. Where 
did this new money come from? 


During the past four years an increasing number of “savings” bonds have been maturing. These 
were the bonds issued “to pay for the war’, and the government stipulated that they could not be sold or 
used as collateral for loans; the buyer had to keep them until maturity or redeem them with the gov- 
ernment. That was to “prevent inflation”. 


The government is asking the bondholders, now that maturity date is rolling around, to take re- 
placement bonds, with higher interest rates. However, a great many citizens are demanding their money; 
maybe because they find other investment opportunities more attractive. The government has to dig up 
the money. So, it issues negotiable bonds, bonds that the financial institutions will take. These new 
bonds can be monetized — that is, they can be used to create checkbook money, which is as spendable 
as specie. Thus, the cause for the rising of C. of L. index is the new purchasing power thrown into the mar- 
ket by the government’s fiscal maneuvers. 


HUMAN EVENTS, in May, 1950, published an article called “Bonds Bursting in Air”, in which 
the writer predicted that the maturing “savings” bonds would do exactly what is now happening. Be- 
tween 1949 and 1959, the article pointed out, some $57 billion of these bonds would come due; the big 
pull would come in 1953-54, when the Treasury would have to face up to over $15 billion of these home- 
coming obligations. The present boost in prices (inflation) is resulting from the “manufactured” money 
that the government is resorting to because the public is not absorbing all the new “savings” bonds. Will 
the rise continue? What reason have we to believe that the public will take more avidly to government 
securities that, despite the element of safety, pay less than non-government securities, which have the 
added attraction of possible appreciation? Inflation was written into our present economy by the bonds 
issued during the war. 











Russia: What Next? By Isaae Deutscher. New York: Oxford University Press. $3.00. Reviewed 
by William Henry Chamberlin. 


Ex-Communists who have fully broken with Communism have made most valuable contributions to 
our knowledge of the nature and extent of the Communist threat. No one has shown the sheer horror and 
evil of Communism so vividly and eloquently as Whittaker Chambers. ‘One finds the best Who’s Who of 
Communist spies and traitors in the books of Chambers, Elizabeth Bentley, Hede Massing, Benjamin Git- 
low. and others. The ex-Communist Franz Borkenau has supplied some of the best analyses of interna- 
tional Communist strategy; the ex-Communist Elinor Lipper has written one of the best personal experience 


accounts of Soviet slave labor. | 


Isaac Deutscher is an ex-Communist, but an ex-Communist with a difference. He was expelled from 
the Polish Communist Party as a Trotskyist. And there is no common ground between Trotskyism and a have 
philosophy of freedom. As is evident both in his biography of Stalin and in the present book, Deutscher forn 
retains many Marxist and Leninist prepossessions which make him an unreliable guide in the labyrinth of 


Vol. 








; = neit! 
Soviet contemporary politics. 
to C 
He consistently exaggerates the “barbarism” of pre-Bolshevik Russia and just as consistently under- i 
estimates the cruelty of Soviet rule. He makes the amazing statement: “Before the Stalin era Bolshevism, ds 
in its aspirations and outlook, towered above its native Russian environment.” This overlooks the depth bot! 
of western humanist culture in Russia, which was plucked out by its roots by the Communists, and also the 
very unfavorable contrast which has always existed between the Tsarist regime (tyrannical as it was) and a 
the Soviet dictatorship on such tests as numbers of persons executed and held in slave labor camps. Be 
Son 
Stalin’s methods are a little too much even for Mr. Deutscher to swallow, and he hails Malenkov, on 
ros¢ 


extremely scanty evidence, as the pioneer of an era of liberal reform. Yet even Stalin gets his tribute; 
did he not lead Russia from the wooden plow to the atomic stockpile? Here again the author, in his par 








Marxist dogmatism, overlooks the plain evidence of historical facts; never in history was there such a slav 
discrepancy between figures of industrial output and the daily living standard of the people. aug 
In the face of overwhelming evidence to the contrary, the author represents the Soviet empire, em- Det 
bracing one third of the population and resources of the globe as growing “by its own accord . . . while 
the supposed master-builder suffered. frequent bouts of absent-mindedness.” Stalin, in whatever unearthly ror 
realm he may be at present, would certainly grin with cynical amusement at this artless disparagement 
of the element of plan, calculation and design in his revolutionary empire-building. voc 
Where Deutscher becomes not only an unreliable, but a positively dangerous counsellor on foreign pol 
policy for the western powers, is in the concluding section of the book. Here he represents the Malenkov me: 
regime as holding out an olive branch of peace. Should this be rejected as a result of American intransi- 
gence and substitution of “liberation” for “containment”, then, Deutscher warns, a Soviet Bonaparte will Bu 
arise and sweep the Atlantic. ac 
A neater formula justifying new Munichs and Y altas and the abandonment of all the demands con- dis: 
tained in President Eisenhower’s April speech (unity of Germany and Korea under free institutions, in- flor 
dependence of Eastern Europe from Soviet domination) could scarcely be imagined. And the whole theory 
of Malenkov as a dove of peace rests on the most fragile and uncertain evidence. On its record so far the 
Soviet peace offensive has been mainly concerned with sowing apples of discord among the Westem Th 
powers. And no one really knows whether Malenkov is running the show in Moscow, or how long he will sca 
be running it. This is a book to take with very large pinches of salt. leg 
‘ 
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THIRD PARTY: TALK 
By FRANK CHODOROV 


— IS SOME TALK — not much more than a whisper as yet — about launching a 
third political party. Nothing new, of course; throughout our history reformers 
have sought to gain control of the reins of government in order to put their cherished re- 
forms into effect. This time the urge for a third party springs from the realization that 
neither of the major parties show any inclination to curtail the power of government or 
to curb its appetite for intervention. Hence, there must be, so the proponents declare, 
a third party, one that will offer the public a chance to register its opposition to what 
both major parties are offering. 

The odd thing about third party movements is that they have often succeeded in 
getting their reforms accepted, but have never succeeded in reaching their political goal. 
Sometimes the Republican Party is pointed to as the exception — the one third party that 
rose to the top. In point of fact, however, the Republican Party was not exactly a third 
party. It was the residuary legatee of the Whig Party, which had cracked up on the 
slavery question and, by 1856, was about to give up the ghost. What was left of it was 
augmented by the Free Soilers, the Know Nothings, the American Party, the Independent 
Democrats and several other groups that aspired to succession. The amalgam formed the 
second patty. 

The story of the origin of the Republican Party should give pause to those who ad- 
vocate the organization of a new party these days. If either, or both, of the two present 
political camps were to be shattered on a major issue, and the oft-talked about realign- 
ment of politicians were effected, then we could have a recurrence of the miracle of 1856. 
But, that kind of issue has not made its appearance and therefore the realignment remains 
a consummation devoutly to be wished. Under the circumstances, the first thing for the 
dissidents to do is to define and agree upon an issue; if it takes root with the voters and 
flowers into a revolt at local polls, a second party might emerge, even as it did once before. 

That seems to be the only competence for a third party movement: to create an issue. 
The strong two-party tradition in this country is most difficult to penetrate on a national 
scale, particularly because the politicians, taking advantage of this tradition, have put 
legal barriers in the way of prospective competition. In some states it is practically im- 
possible for a new party to get its name or the names of its candidates on the official ballot, 
and in all states the job is most difficult and expensive. But, when the people of a com- 


munity get riled up on some issue (like prohibition), this handicap can be overcome, and 
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a third party can cut some figure in the local elections. That’s all it can do — but it is 
enough. 


N POLITICAL MOVEMENT Can take on a head of steam without a clear-cut and simple 
issue. Not even an important ‘‘name”’ can replace this requirement; one of the least 
effective third party ventures, in that it left little imprint on government policy, was that 
headed by Theodore Roosevelt in 1912. Despite its glamorous leadership, and a platform 
that catered to every dissatisfied element in the country, and its ‘Onward Christian Sol- 
diers” fervor, the Progressive Party fizzled out after it caused the defeat of William How- 
ard Taft. It lacked definiteness of purpose. 


The importance of a single issue was demonstrated in the birth of the Republican Party, 
There were all kinds of reforms in the wind in those days — as when are there not? — 
from nativism, with its strong accent on anti-Catholicism, to cheap money and prohibi- 
tion. But, no matter what special enthusiasm engaged the efforts of any particular group, 
all were agreed, not on abolition, but on the non-extension of slavery. On that point 
there was near unanimity. So much so that no politician above the Mason-Dixon line 
could hope for preferment if he did not put this doctrine first in his credo. 


As against such singleness of purpose, the third party talk today is as vague as a doc- 
trinal thesis, as generalized as an international agreement, as uncertain as a “blind date”. 
When you read the letters or printed matter put out by these energumens, you ask your- 
self, what specifically are these folks for? Or against, for that matter. They are strong 
for constitutional government; but in that respect they do not differ from Democrats, Re- 
publicans or any other group of Americans. They say they are against socialism, but they 
do not define the term; would they advocate, for instance, the abolition of the public 
school, which is as socialistic in essence as the socialized medicine they decry? They are 


for “free enterprise’; yet they say nothing about free trade, without which enterprise can 
hardly be described as free. 


There is a wide and increasing apprehension about the “trend toward socialism”. 
Now, the cardinal principal of socialism is the denial of the sanctity of private property. 
All brands of socialism are agreed that the right of ownership does not adhere in the in- 
dividual, and that society, acting through government, has a valid claim on all that is 
produced. Well, when the Sixteenth Amendment was incorporated into our Constitution 
in 1913, this socialistic principle became an American principle. The government today 
confiscates through income taxation more than a quarter of all our earnings, often before 
we even see them. And the laws based on this Amendment declare that what we may 
keep for ourselves is fixed by the will of the government; there is nothing in the laws 
that stops the government from taking the milk from babies’ bottles. 

If the third party folks are really against socialism they would begin by attacking in- 
come taxation; they could come out for repeal of the Sixteenth Amendment. We have 























heard little along these lines. And yet, when you think of it, the much-hated “trend” 
would vanish without trace if the government lost the power to tax incomes. Without 
these revenues the government would simply be compelled to drop all the indicia of the 
“trend”? — the handouts, the interventions, subsidies and subventions, and the swollen 
bureaucracy. In fact, the government would be reduced to minding its own and proper 


business, which is the protection of life and property. 


ii MIGHT BE SAID that there is no such all-absorbing popular interest today comparable 
to the slavery issue of 1856, and that therefore no opposition party could get a follow- 
ing if it confined itself to one purpose; it must distribute fly paper indiscriminately so as 
to catch all the malcontents. This is a fallacy, arising from the idea that the goal of a 
third party is to unseat one of the entrenched parties by force of numbers and regardless 
of issues. This is the wrong idea. None of the third parties that have sprung up in this 
country has ever come near getting control of the reins of government, and yet a num- 
ber of them have played a part, often a decisive part, in shaping the policies of the major 
parties, and therefore of our national government. That is the real, and only, function of 


the third party. 


Every plank in the Democratic and Republican parties, and every policy law that 
was passed under their respective regimes, can be traced to the influence of some third 
party movement, usually long after the third party had disappeared. Indeed. both of 
these organizations have thrived by what they appropriated from the advocates of reform, 
not on what they originated. The fact that they are so alike in all but name proves that 
they have drawn their intellectual sustenance from the same sources. To stay in power, 
which is the first business of the politician, it is necessary that he fall in with, and then 
head, the stampedes started by the reformers, regardless of whether he knows what the 
stampede is about. It is this necessity that caused the transmutation of the two major 
parties into something far different from their beginnings, and channelled them into a 
single-party system. The third parties did it. 

The principal plank in the most vociferous of the numerous nineteenth century third 
parties, the Peoples Party, better known as the Populists, was cheap money. Like all (but 
one) of these reform movements, the Populists demanded a congeries of laws, adding 
plank to plank with the hope of attracting more voters. But, the banner it held highest 
was money devaluation, or inflation, in one form or another. To the impecunious West 
this was the panacea. 

The Democrats, heeding the returns at many local elections, appropriated this en- 
thusiasm in 1896 and came up with their ingenious inflationary formula of 16 to 1. 
They knew exactly how to give the people the cheap money they were clamoring for. 
After the first Bryan campaign one never heard of the Populists again. For various rea- 

sons, the demand for cheap money died down and not until the regime of Franklin D. 


Roosevelt did the Democrats redeem their cheap money pledge. The seed sown by the 
Populists — and the Greenback Party before them — bore fruit under different husbandry, 

The only third party that stuck close to a one-plank platform was the Prohibition 
Party. It also did a lot of local plowing before it ventured into the national arena, and 
achieved notable successes in towns, counties and states, usually by pressuring Democratic 
and Republican politicians into taking up their crusade. Fortuitous circumstances, which 
always play an important part in the fortunes of politics, enabled them to constitutional. 
ize their “noble experiment”, as Republican President Hoover called it, during the regime 
of Democratic President Wilson. The Prohibition Party was eminently successful. 

The most successful of all the third party movements was the Socialist Party — in- 
cluding its splints. It not only infiltrated and ultimately captured the two major parties, 
but along the way it supplied several other third parties with reasons for existence. The 
Populists were perhaps the first to dig into the socialistic grab bag for planks, coming up 
in 1892 with the one of deepest socialist hue — the ‘‘soak the rich” graduated income tax, 
The Progressive Party and the Farmer-Labor Party were most indebted to the socialists, 

The two major parties, all the while decrying the Marxist doctrine as alien and 
vicious, waited until the socialists got up a furor with it, and then they adopted 
it as their very own. It became American doctrine. In 1908 a Republican regime in- 
troduced the Sixteenth Amendment, and in 1913 a Democratic regime welcomed it into 
the Constitution, after enough Democratic and Republican state legislatures had ratified 
it. With this necessary instrument for socialization at hand, the three succeeding Repub- 
lican administrations passed a series of measures that fitted in with the best the Socialist 
Party had to offer, and at long last a Democratic Administration completed the appro- 
priation. In recent years the Socialist Party evaporated. There is no longer any need 
for this third party; it has done its work, and well. 


per THIRD PARTY is an essential element in the American political scheme. Its function 
is to supply ideas to the two major parties. Without the third party to irritate them 
into some thought, the two parties must settle down to engaging into periodic tussles for 
control of the government, with the issue decided by the relative size of their campaign 
chests. In this tug-of-war, of course, no third party can have a place. 

But, for a third party to succeed, it must tie its kite to some simple, clearly-expressed, 
easily-understood, radical and thoroughly “impossible” idea. We can depend on the major 
parties to espouse the obvious, the innocuous, the prosaic; they have no business with any- 
thing else. It is the function of the third party to jar the voter, and through him to in- 
fluence the major parties, with something out of the ordinary. Perhaps the idea that will 
catch on — and if it does it will help reverse the trend toward socialism that the third 
partyites view with alarm — is: ‘Repeal the Sixteenth Amendment”. 
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